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Problem Statement
Few people would deny that discrimination occurs in American
society today. In spite of extensive national and local legislation intended
to safeguard the rights of every individual, discrimination still exists
although, of necessity, it is more insidious, often to the point of invisibility
to all but those directly affected by it. Many groups of people experience
discrimination in their everyday lives--Blacks, Hispanics, Vietnamese,
physically handicapped persons, and the elderly--to name just a few.
Another segment of our society, women , also experience discrimination.
Discrimination takes many forms. A woman may be denied a job on
the basis of her sex. She may be passed over for promotion. She may be
sexually harassed on the job. Discrimination also occurs in our educational
system where women may be encouraged to pursue traditionally feminine
careers--careers which generally pay less and may be viewed as less
important. Some of these include elementary school teachers, nurses, and
secretaries . Women also make up a disproportionately large share of the
low -paid service industry --waitressing, store clerking, housekeeping, and
child care.
One of the worst problems with discrimination is that we may not
even be aware of it. Much discrimination is not blatant, in fact most of it
we don't even consider discrimination until it is pointed out to us. This is a
result of the way we are socialized in our culture to have certain
expectations for people according to their sex. Teachers and parents who
encourage boys to take wood shop, math, and science classes, while
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encouraging girls to take cooking and sewing classes, probably do not view
their actions as discriminatory. Employers who hire a man instead of a
woman for a job may consider their action expedient rather than
discriminatory, thinking that a female employee is more likely to quit work
for childbirth and infant care, to miss days because of sick children, and
even to follow her husband to a distant city if he is promoted. Such
considerations are seldom, if ever, a factor in deciding whether or not to
hire a male. Along with career expectations based on sex, we also learn to
see women as stereotypically more nurturing and caring, and men as more
career-oriented, direct, and assertive.

Our stereotypical expectations can

cause us to be unwittingly discriminatory.
This unintentional discrimination often occurs against women who
have chosen to pursue advanced degrees and professional careers. After
successfully navigating the traditionally-male waters of higher education,
and often facing a certain degree of discrimination while doing so, these
women may continue to be affected by discrimination in the workplace.
One such form of discrimination occurs at colleges and universities where
student evaluations of teachers are used to help determine an instructor's
eligibility for merit pay increases, promotion, and tenure. Some would
deny or discount the idea, but that it continues to be an issue and a concern
is evidenced by the ongoing dialogue and research concerning gender bias
in student evaluations.
Here on the Utah State University campus, a group of female
instructors met on May 13, 1992, to discuss gender discrimination on
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student evaluations. Instructors agreed that student evaluations--often very
personal--measure a teacher's humanity, but not necessarily teaching skill,
and that other factors such as teacher gender, class size, and student rank
also affect evaluations. The problem of how to account for these
extraneous factors continues to affect women faculty . How to deal with the
issue, how to factor out gender bias in the evaluations, remains an unsolved
problem.
Across the United States many researchers have examined various
aspects of teachers' evaluations to determine the extent of discrimination
due to gender, and while none have proposed definite solutions, a look at
the studies can further the process . This paper will serve to describe some
of the available studies concerning gender bias in student evaluations along
with formulating a linguistic approach to measuring this bias through a
preliminary study and a more indepth study.
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Statement of the Problem
A preliminary review of the literature has shown that no summary
containing a linguistic approach to gender bias in student evaluations of
teachers at the university level exists. In light of the ongoing concern over
gendered discrimination, and the major part these evaluations play in
determining professional advancement, a review of literature may prove
beneficial to all people concerned--department heads, tenure committees,
college deans, and especially both male and female professors who are
most directly affected by the evaluation results. Additionally, looking at
and attempting to factor out the linguistic aspects of gender bias in
evaluations may help us learn how to better understand and measure a
teacher's success .
It may also prove useful to show students that their reactions toward
and opinions concerning their teachers may include some culturally
endowed stereotyped expectations. Awareness is the first step to correcting
any problem. And in this case, awareness has the potential to greatly alter
the impact of future student evaluation procedures, both from the students'
and the administration's perspective.
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Review of Previous Reviews
Two literature reviews concerned with gender bias in evaluations
and what effects such bias may have on female teachers have been
conducted here in Utah in the past four years. The first, a report entitled
"Student Evaluations of Teaching: Effects of Student's Gender
Stereotypes," was compiled by Brenda Voisard under the direction of the
University of Utah's Women's Resource Center in 1988. This report
includes an extensive bibliography of fifty published articles on gender and
teaching. The main thrust of the research was a hope that "knowledge
about research on gender bias in student evaluation of teaching ... can alert
PRT committee members to the effects of student bias that may
disadvantage women faculty" as well as helping "individual faculty women
learn ways to mitigate the effects of student bias." The idea is that such
knowledge could help both men and women "improve the effectiveness of
their teaching" (Voisard, 1988, p. 1) Student evaluations are only as
effective at improving teaching as our ability to understand what motivates
students to perceive and evaluate professors as they do. The report lists the
following as its main theme:
As we studied the research conducted on students' gender bias in
evaluations of instructors, it became clear that women instructors
must walk a tightrope between fitting the stereotype of "woman" and
fitting the stereotype of "instructor." Although we know that being a
woman and an instructor are not incompatible, the stereotypes of
these two roles create problems. Women instructors find themselves
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trying to fit the conflicting stereotypes of being perceived as
feminine, friendly, and nurturant, while still being seen as
competent. There is a constant contradiction in the research findings
between the behaviors which are perceived by students as friendly
and nurturant and those that are seen as competent, yet both are
expected of women ....

[Clearly] gender bias is not gone, but has

just become more subtle.
The main points identified in the literature by the University of Utah study
include:
A. Men instructors rated higher on measures of competence than
women instructors.
B. Same criteria (charisma, self-assurance, warmth, structured
approach) reported to be used in judging women and men instructors, but
good performance on these criteria more important for women.
C. Women instructor s are expected to be nurturant.
D. Women instructors are expected to be friendly.
E. Women who are rated as friendly by their students are often also
rated as less competent.
F. Women are expected to and do use a "feminine approach," i.e.
tagging negative evaluative statements with positive information; using
indirect control strategies.
G. Women tend to use a participative model of lecturing which
students rate highly , but can be seen by students as allowing "interruptions"
rather than directing student interaction.
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H. Women who present themselves in traditional feminine ways are
rated less competent than more liberal women, yet their students learn the
same amount of information.
The second literature review, comprising an up-dated bibliography
to the University of Utah's report and covering the years 1988-1992, was
prepared under the direction of Utah State University's Women and Gender
Research Institute by graduate student Jennifer L. Fife. Upon completion
of the report, Fife presented her findings to a group of university women
faculty, students, and a token male member of the faculty senate on May
13, 1992. Fife's report states that the current articles "support the previous
findings, especially those concerning the interaction between attractiveness
and femininity and student's perceptions of competence and
authoritarianism." Those in attendance at the meeting raised many
important points concerning student evaluations of professors including the
following:
A. Student evaluations are valid measures of a student's opinion and
of a teacher's effectiveness as a human being, but evaluations are not valid
measures of effective teaching.
B. Many teachers are tired of fighting against student evaluations.
Today's students are seen as ruder and lazier. As they complain on
evaluations about high teacher expectations and large workloads, thereby
lowering a teacher's overall rating, teachers are giving in. Academic
standards are suffering. Increased enrollment and class size also contribute
to the decline of scholarly quality.
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C. Women are often rated on warmth, nurturing, and dress style ("I
hate your shoes!"). Men also get similar comments on their evaluations.
Evaluations are often emotional and very personal.
D. Factors other than gender account for a large part of the variance
in student evaluations of teachers: class size, required or elective course,
class rank of student, class meeting time and day, and timing of
evaluations, i.e. immediately after returning a test or paper.
E. We need a better definition of teaching effectiveness and more
alternatives to judge a teacher's effectiveness by, such as peer evaluations
and counseling.
F. The evaluations are used too heavily in deciding promotion, pay
increases, and tenure. Possibly easier teachers, being rated higher by
students, get promotions while the dedicated, demanding teacher who
deserves it is passed over. Some department heads were accused of using
evaluations incorrectly, citing lower evaluations as excuses for ill treatment
rather than using them as the learning tools that Provost Karen Morse
suggested them to be.
G. The problem of how best to use and interpret evaluations
remained unresolved.
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Gender Bias in Student Evaluations of Professors: A Matter of Degree
Women face discrimination in the United States today in many
arenas including corporate business, law, government, and education.
However, putting a finger on exactly how discrimination occurs is difficult.
Most people claim to be against discrimination--we have laws and
government agencies such as Affirmative Action and the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission working to enforce equity--but
statistics show that discrimination still flourishes. Women continue to lag
behind men in wages, nationally earning an average of 70 cents to every
dollar earned by men (Renzetti & Curran, 1992, p. 191). A 1991 report
about inequality in Utah's higher education system indicates that in Utah
colleges and universities women make up only 26% of the faculty and only
3% of those women are full professors. Here at USU the figure is even
lower with women accounting for only 21 % of the faculty (Kapos, 1991).
Women fill the ranks in the lower level (also lower paying and lower
prestige) teaching positions such as teaching assistant and assistant
professors, but as the professional level rises men take a proportionately
larger share of the positions as the above figures indicate.
That women continue to fill the lower positions in our educational
system yet make up a small portion in the higher ranks is a problem with
many causes including the relatively short length of time since women have
considered university teaching as an option. However, many professional
women point to sex bias in student evaluations of teachers--evaluations
which count heavily in promotion, pay increases, and tenure--as a major
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reason for the lack of high ranking women in Utah schools. Many feel that
women are judged more harshly than their male counterparts and must
work harder to be perceived as equally competent to men. This problem is
faced by women throughout the country and has been the basis for much
research during recent years. A close look at the literature concerning
student evaluations of teachers at a college level indicates that students do
rate female professors differently than male professors but that the
difference is mainly one of degree. Characteristics such as warmth and
nurturing which add to a male professor's evaluations also add to a female
professor's ratings, but the lack of these same traits hurts only female
professors. Many studies indicate that students are influenced by the
gender of their teachers, which affects their perceptions, expectations, and
evaluations of teachers.
Several factors contribute to student evaluations of professors,
making it difficult to quantify exactly to what degree gender plays a part.
While many researchers have addressed the problem of gender bias on
evaluations, their findings are often conflicting. In addition, the widely
varying research methods and the different aspects of bias being studied
make the findings hard to compare with each other.
The purpose of this literature review is not to definitively state
whether or not gender bias hurts female professors, nor is it to quantify any
such bias, but rather its purpose is to present the conflicting findings
together in one report and suggest some possible conclusions from the
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various studies. This report consists of seven concepts relating to gender
bias in evaluations:
1. General Cultural Biases Toward All Women--stereotypically

male traits are valued above stereotypically female traits by both men and
women.
2. Form of Bias--bias is against feminine traits rather than against
female gender.
3. Androgyny--women and men who employ both feminine and
masculine traits in their teaching style receive the highest ratings on
evaluations.
4. Congruency of Sex and Sex-role Characteristics--students

may

rate teachers depending on how closely teachers adhere to traits culturally
appropriate to their sex.
5. Comparison of Female and Male Ratings--the findings are
inconsistent, but the majority of findings indicate gender bias in evaluations
does exist.
6. Student Expectations of Teachers--to get equal evaluations
women must do more than their male counterparts.
7. Other Factors Influencing Student Evaluations--factors include
student sex, differing teacher treatment of student according to student sex,
class size, topic, field, and student cognitive level.
General Biases Toward All Women
One step is necessary before studying whether or not bias against
women exists in evaluations. First we must understand clearly what traits

12

our society generally expects from men and women--gender stereotypes-then we must determine which of the masculine and feminine traits are
more highly valued by our society. We must show that bias actually exists
in our culture and in what forms that bias displays itself. To address these
questions, researchers Braverman, Vogel, Braverman, Clarkson, and
Rosenkrantz (1972), in an early study, set out to compile a list of adjectival
words and phrases which described the stereotypes operating in American
culture . They hypothesized that with the upheavals of the gender role
norms in the sixties norms would have changed dramatically; however,
their research failed to support such a hypothesis. The seemingly major
changes of the sixties had relatively little impact on gender-role
expectations. Braverman et al. began by asking approximately 100 female
and male students to list all of the attributes, behaviors, and characteristics
they could think of which differentially described women and men. From
these lists they compiled a master list of 122 items including only those
which occurred at least twice on the student lists. Since they considered
"sex roles as the degree to which men and women are perceived to possess
any particular trait" they put the items into bipolar form, each side
representing opposite extremes of the same characteristic wherein one
extreme represented female traits and the other male traits, i.e. "Not at all"
aggressive (feminine) and "Very aggressive" (masculine). These 122-item
lists were then evaluated by a group of 74 college men and 80 college
women to determine which of the traits truly described stereotypic norms.
Items with at least 75% agreement were considered sufficiently universal to
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be called stereotypic; only 41 items fit the criterion (see Appendix A).
Over the next six years nearly 1,000 subjects of varying age, sex, religion,
and economic levels evaluated the 41 item list with a very high degree of
agreement (r=96) indicating that these 41 traits accurately describe our
cultural stereotypes. A look at the differences indicates that women are
perceived as more concerned with relationships and men are more
concerned with individual success. The subjects stereotypically expected
women to be more concerned with others, to be less competent, and to be
more sensitive. They expected men to be competitive and competent and to
act as leaders. In a 1981 study Kaschak labeled these typical characteristics
as instrumental for masculine traits and affective for feminine traits.
After determining the accuracy of the 41 sex-typed characteristics,
Broverman et al. tested other subjects to determine which of the two poles
of each characteristic was more desirable. According to the results they
divided the traits into two groups. The group with the masculine pole as
more desirable was dubbed the Competency Cluster and the desirable
feminine group was dubbed the Warmth-Expressiveness Cluster. The
masculine (competency) cluster contained 29 items; the feminine (warmthexpressiveness) cluster contained only 12. Male characteristics were
preferred over female characteristics at a rate of more than two to one, by
both men and women alike. In additional studies by Kaschak (1981) and
Kierstead et al. (1988) both female and male students showed identical
biases concerning female and male teachers, biases which also reflected a
pro-male, culturally-stereotypic attitude. It would seem logical that
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women, in agreement about which traits characterize females, would prefer
those traits, but, surprisingly, this is not the case. Women value what they
are not. Women consider masculine traits to be better for all people, yet
see other females and themselves as possessing the stereotypically feminine
characteristics which they devalue. Statistics such as these suggest that
female professors, being women, face both internal and external biases as a
result of their sex.
Other research has been added to the work done by Broverman et al.
which both expands and reiterates their findings . Sandra Bern, in 1974, set
out to develop a sex-role inventory which would measure a person's
femininity, masculinity, and androgyny on a continuum scale. To begin
with, the author and several students listed 200 personality traits which they
thought to be positive and to have either a feminine or masculine tone.
They also compiled an additional list of 100 gender neutral positive traits,
and a list of 100 gender neutral negative traits . One hundred
undergraduates then rated the 400 items on a 7-point desirability scale for
either men or women (i.e. "In American society, how desirable is it for a
man to be truthful?" "In American society , how desirable is it for a women
to be sincere?") No student rated the list for both men and women, but just
for one or the other. Traits which were independently judged by both
females and males to be significantly more desirable for each gender
qualified for the final sex-role inventory. Twenty traits from the desirably
masculine group, 20 from the desirably feminine group, and 20 from the
neutral group formed the completed sex-role inventory. Of the 20 neutral
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items, 10 were positive in tone and 10 negative (see Appendix B). As
Bern's intent in compiling the list was to have equal numbers of each sexrole's traits we can't look at numbers to see which traits are considered
more desirable--feminine or masculine--but we can compare her list to the
one made by Broverman et al. along with another list compiled by Linda J.
Busby in 1974.
Busby set out to define the sex-role standard in children's television
programs. First she selected 20 cartoon programs representative of
children's Saturday morning programming which included a wide variety of
character types. Then 164 undergraduate and graduate student coders rated
the programs on a 40 item scale. The 40 items were selected as
representative of general personality traits or as traits identified by earlier
researchers as associated with either females or males. From the
questionnaire results Busby found 24 items which significantly
differentiated males from females (see Appendix C). Though the list made
by Busby was in relation to characters portrayed on television, the
stereotypes portrayed reflect closely those held by society in general.
Tables 1 and 2, comparisons of the three lists, show them to be closely
correlated. In only one instance is there any contradiction as to which traits
people perceived to be stereotypically feminine or masculine (Broverman et
al. list tactful as feminine whereas Bern lists tactful as neutral), indicating
the three separate lists to be highly correlated. In all of the lists the
masculine traits define an instrumental/success-oriented personality and the
feminine traits define a warm/people-oriented personality.
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Table I
.
. 11
1yFemmme Tra1ts
Companson ofS tereotyp1ca

FEMININE TRAIT

BEM
1974

BUSBY
1974

Affectionate

X

X

Sensitive

X

X

BROVERMAN, et al.
1972

Less ambitious

X

X

Less competitive

X

X

Less independent/dependent

X

X

Emotional

X

X
X

Submissive/childlike

X

X

Less individualistic/yielding

X

X

Timid/shy

X

X
X

Follower

X

Does not use harsh language

X

X

Flatterable/easily influenced

X

X

Homebody/home oriented/loves children

X

Gentle/feelings easily hurt

X

X

A ware of feelings of others/compassionate

X

X
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X

X

Table 2
. 11
.
lY Mascu rme Tra1ts
C ompanson ofS tereotyp1ca

BEM
1974

BUSBY
1974

BROVERMAN, et al.
1972

X

X

X

Independent

X

X

Never cries/unemotional/hides emotions

X

X

MASCULINE TRAIT

Aggressive

Dominant

X

X

X

Active/athletic

X

X

X

Competitive

X

X

X

Logical/analytical

X

X

X

Less sensitive/feelings not hurt easily

X

X

Adventurous

X

X

Makes decisions easily

X

Acts as leader/lead ership skills

X

X

X

Self-confident/-sufficient/-reliant

X

X

X

Ambitious

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Knows ways of

X

world/worldly /knowledgeable
Defends beliefs/not easily influenced/takes
stand
Individualistic/strong personality

X

Direct/assertive
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X

These studies give us a good basis for studying gender bias in student
evaluations of professors. From Broverman et al. we learn that
stereotypically masculine traits are considered by all people to be more
desirable for adults; therefore, students evaluating teachers according to
cultural norms will likely rate a teacher exhibiting masculine traits higher
than a teacher exhibiting feminine traits. The lists compiled by Busby,
Bern, and Broverman et al. also give us gender specific words and ideas to
look for in student evaluations. Finding such words can alert us to possible
gender biases in the evaluation process. Women described as kind, well
dressed, or nice may be seen by students as feminine and hence possibly
also ineffective, whereas a female teacher described as distant may simply
be using a more masculine teaching style. Students who expect nurturing
from a female teacher may be highly critical of her if instead she acts very
professionally, taking little interest in them personally. Knowing which
traits are widely considered to be masculine and which feminine gives us a
better concept of what students may be expecting from their teachers .
Form of Bias
A teacher using a feminine teaching style may be viewed as
concerned and likable but ineffective, while a teacher using a masculine
teaching style may be viewed as powerful, effective, and knowledgeable.
Based on these cultural sex-role expectations, researchers have shown that
indeed students do rate teachers using a feminine teaching style lower than
those using a masculine one, clearly supporting the findings that feminine
traits are valued below masculine traits. This is particularly true in the
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teaching profession where feminine traits are associated with inferior
teaching. Teachers are expected to be knowledgeable and effective--a
pleasant personality takes second seat to professionalism (Harris, 1975;
Harris, 1976; Myers & Gonda, 1982; Bennett, 1982). The studies also
indicated that it is a feminine teaching style rather than female gender
which students rate poorly. A male teacher described as likable and
concerned received ratings just as low as female teachers who used the
same feminine teaching style. This indicates that teacher sex makes a
smaller difference on student perceptions of teaching style than do sex-role
traits displayed by the teacher and that feminine traits rather than female
gender are devalued (Harris, 1976; Myers & Gonda, 1982; Wheeless &
Potorti, 1989). Myers & Gonda found additionally that, in evaluations, sexrole type characteristics outweigh actual sex. This suggests that female
teachers using some masculine characteristics such as directness and selfconfidence in their teaching can overcome in some measure the bias against
them, but highly nurturing women teaching with a strictly feminine style
will be rated lower than men teaching with a masculine style.
Other researchers have shown that while women may be prejudiced
against feminine ideas, accepting the male-dominant attitudes of society,
they are not prejudiced against successful women who have proven
themselves to be as capable as men in the workplace (Pheterson et al.,
1971). This suggests that women may be disadvantaged for aspiring to
teach in the higher educational ranks by seeing women, and possibly even
themselves, as incompetent. While not vindicating women as women, such
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research does indicate that women who choose to adopt a masculine
approach to their work may be viewed more positively than women who
hold to traditionally feminine characteristics, a fact which Bennett ( 1982)
found to be true. While she found no direct bias against women, she
discovered that female professors who used masculine traits in their
teaching style received higher ratings than those who did not.
Along with rating a masculine teaching style higher than a feminine
one students also attribute a teacher's success to sex typed characteristics.
Kaschak (1981) found that students attributed a female professor's success
to affective (stereotypically feminine) qualities and a male professor's
success to instrumental (stereotypically masculine) qualities, even when the
two were described in exactly the same terms. She found both male and
female students considered male professors more powerful and more
effective than female professors . She also discovered that female
professors were judged more highly on affective scales when they were in a
typically feminine field such as home economics, but field of study made
no difference on male professor's ratings. However, a 1975 study by
Harris found that field did make a difference to evaluations of males in that
male teachers were rated as more masculine when in engineering and less
masculine when in nursing. She also discovered that female teachers,
though described in a written paragraph to be the same in every way, were
perceived as warmer than male teachers.
Although there is some dispute about whether field affects male
professor's evaluations and whether there is overt bias against women in
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student evaluations, these statistics indicate that students judge teachers in
part according to their stereotypic expectations for the teacher. They expect
women teachers to be warmer and concerned and men teachers to be more
professional and competent. In addition women teachers must be better
prepared, more organized and work harder to get evaluations equal to those
given to men teachers (Bennett, 1982).
Androgyny
While many of the studies indicate that male teachers are rated
higher than comparable female teachers, teachers who adopt characteristics
of both sexes get the highest ratings of all. Students rated teachers who
were high in both instrumental and affective characteristics--androgynous
teachers--highest, followed by teachers who exhibited mainly masculine
characteristics. Predominantly feminine teachers were rated third followed
by undifferentiated teachers--those low in both masculine and feminine
traits --who got the lowest ratings of all (Basow & Howe , 1987; Basow ,
1990; Bernard et al., 1981; Bray 1980). Androgyny, however, while
raising ratings for all teachers, was found to have more impact on ratings of
female teachers than on ratings of males (Bray , 1980; Harris, 1975),
showing again that women are affected by sex-role expectations to a greater
degree than men.
Bernard et al. (1981) suggest that it is important to recognize
femininity and masculinity as two different dimensions of the same
personality. This suggests that actually masculinity and femininity lie on a
continuum rather than at two separate poles divided by an unbreachable
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barrier. Teachers who are able to incorporate characteristics of both sexes
into their teaching style may find more success and satisfaction in their
teaching.
Congruency of Sex and Sex-role Characteristics
Researchers have also wondered whether sex-role congruency-exhibiting the traits and behaviors expected of your sex--may affect
students' evaluations of professors. Do teachers, of either sex, who stay
within culturally accepted stereotypes receive higher ratings than those who
are either androgynous or who exhibit cross-sex traits? Wheeless & Potorti
(1989) found that sex-role congruency did not impact ratings of teachers;
other researchers found that sex-role incongruency lowered ratings for
female teachers. Women who were perceived by students as unfeminine
were rated lower than women seen as feminine (Kierstead et al., 1988;
Basow & Silberg, 1987). A possible explanation for these seemingly
contradictory findin gs could be that women who are seen as strictly
masculine are perceived as harsh and uncaring, and hence are rated poorly,
whereas women who are seen as having masculine traits mixed together
with feminine traits are not seen as cold but as assertive and competent
along with still being perceived as warm and friendly. It seems that
students like and accept an assertive woman as long as she shows concern
and caring for them .
Comparison of Female and Male Ratings
Researchers have not come to a conclusive answer concerning
whether or not female professors are consistently rated lower than their
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male colleagues, one of the most basic questions posed in a study of gender
bias on student evaluations. A few studies have indicated that no gender
bias exists at all (Elmore & LaPointe, 1974; Harris, 1975;, Wheeless &
Potorti, 1989); however, the bulk of research indicates that bias against
women plays a part in student evaluations. Bernard et al. (1981), Gilbert et
al. (1981), Lombardo & Tocci (1979), Kierstead et al. (1988) all concluded
that males received higher ratings than female teachers, based solely on
sex. Kierstead et al. used written descriptions of professors which students
rated . When only the gender of the teacher differed, males were
consistently rated higher than females. Similar written descriptions, again
varying only by sex of teacher, accompanied by a picture were evaluated by
students in Lombardo & Tocci's study and again women professors were
rated lower than men professors. It appears that when everything else is
held constant, the cultural bias against women is a factor in student
evaluation s of profe ssors. This type of study alleviate s the difficult
problem of separating gender from other teaching and personal traits which
are present when real teachers in actual situations are used as study
samples. Because these studies used only written descriptions, thus
eliminating all other confounding factors, we can clearly see the gender
effect on student evaluations of teachers--women were consistently rated
lower than men.
Student Expectations of Teachers
Other research has indicated that while no direct bias was found to
favor men, women teachers were expected to be better prepared, to be more

24

organized, and to work harder for equal ratings (Bennett, 1982). Two
studies have indicated that students' relationships with their instructors are
the best predicators of ratings, but to a much greater degree for female
teachers than for male teachers (Cooper et al., 1982; Kierstead et al., 1988).
Similarly, others have found that teacher warmth is a more important
variable in student ratings for women than for men and that female teachers
are expected to be warm (Elmore & LaPointe, 1975; McKeachie & Lin,
1971; Basow & Silberg, 1987). Teacher expressiveness--warmth

and

concern--was also found by Basow & Distenfeld (1985) and Basow (1990)
to be an important variable in ratings regardless of the fact that it had little
effect on actual student achievement. These studies uphold the idea that
according to stereotypic norms, students expect women to be more friendly
and warmer, therefore those characteristics play a much larger part in
determining ratings for female teachers than for males. Warmth may not
positively impact a female teacher's ratings , but the lack of it will probably
cause her ratings to fall. Male teachers do not face this dilemma. All
teachers, regardless of sex , who were perceived as warm or primarily
interested in students received higher ratings (Elmore & LaPointe, 1975;
Elmore & Pohlmann, 1978; McKeachie & Lin, 1971), but male teachers
were not penalized in the ratings for not showing warmth as the female
teachers were.
Other Factors Influencing Student Evaluations of Professors
Student sex.
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When bias is looked at as a function of student sex, the results are
again mixed. Ferber & Huber (1975) found that female students rated
female teachers higher than male teachers and that male students rated male
teachers higher than female teachers while other researchers found no
differences between ratings given to male and female faculty according to
sex of students (Elmore & LaPointe, 1974; Harris, 1975; Wheeless &
Potorti, 1989). Hall et al. ( 1982) found that liberal women, those straying
from traditional stereotypes, were rated higher by female students and
traditional women, adhering more closely to stereotypic expectations, were
rated higher by male students. More study needs to be done in this area to
come to any decisive conclusion about whether student sex interacts with
teacher sex in student perceptions of their teachers.
Teacher treatment of students.
Some researchers have wondered if teachers treat students
differently according to student sex, which could impact teacher
evaluations. Hall et al. found that female teachers were rated higher by the
students whose gender the teacher favored. However other research
indicates that neither male nor female teachers appeared to respond
differentially to students based on student sex (Sternglanz & LybergerFicek, 1977). This is another topic requiring further research.
Class size. topic. field, and cognitive level of students.
Other factors such as topic and class size have been found to interact
with teacher sex. Female teachers were rated lowest when teaching topics
directly related to women, i.e. sex-roles (Gilbert et al., 1981). Students

26

also showed a stronger preference for men teachers in large lecture classes
(Ferber & Huber, 1975). Senior students, students with lower GPA's, and
students with favorable past experience with women teachers were the least
likely to show a preference for male teachers (Ferber & Huber, 1975).
Additionally, student cognitive level accounts for a large portion of
variance in teacher evaluations (Shepherd & Trank, 1989).
Conclusion
While the results of studies concerning gender bias are mixed,
researchers have found sufficient evidence of bias against female professors
to uphold the assertion that indeed gender bias does play a part in student
evaluations of teachers. Students expect women teachers to exhibit
feminine traits, being concerned, friendly, and supportive. Women are
judged according to stereotyped norms. They are expected to be warmer
than their male counterparts, and their success is attributed to affective
characteristics regardless of what actually led to their success. Women
must walk a fine line between being seen as too feminine and too
masculine. If they err on the side of femininity, students will consider them
to be ineffective teachers, but it they are too masculine students will
consider them to be cold and uncaring and give them lower ratings. To
receive truly high ratings female professors must carefully integrate
feminine and masculine traits into an androgynous teaching style regardless
of their personal preference. Men do not face these contradictions since
their culturally accepted traits are the ones considered most effective in the
teaching profession. Women must also put more effort into their teaching
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to receive ratings comparable to men; students expect more from female
professors than from their male professors . Clearly gender bias accounts
for some of the variance in student evaluations of teachers. What needs to
be researched further is how to quantify such differences and thereby factor
out gender bias in student ratings of college professors.
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Preliminary Research
As a preliminary step to looking at student evaluations from English
101 teaching assistants, I examined and compared the evaluations of two
professors in the English department. I chose a female teacher and a male
teacher with comparable reputations among students and colleagues for
being well-liked, highly-rated, and knowledgeable. They are also
considered to be warm, caring, and professional teachers, having both
masculine and feminine qualities. I hypothesized that some of the words
and phrases used to describe the two teachers might differ according to the
sex of the teacher, with feminine weighted words used more frequently to
describe the female teacher and masculine weighted words used more often
for the male, and that students would remark on differing aspects of the
teachers person or personality, again along stereotypical sex-role lines such
as describing the female teacher in terms of affective behavior and the male
teacher in terms of instrumental behavior.
Research Questions:
1. Would students describe teachers with words which

stereotypically relate to the teacher's sex?
2. Would students evaluate a female teacher's affective
characteristics--concerned and likable--and a male teacher's instrumental
characteristics--effecti ve and powerful (Kaschak, 1981 )?
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Preliminary Study
Method
Procedures
For this experiment I started with evaluations from one quarter for
each teacher. I read through each evaluation and kept a list of the words
and phrases used to describe the teachers. Teacher A, the female, taught
three classes during Fall quarter 1990 and received a total of 67 completed
student evaluation forms. Teacher B, the male, taught two classes during
Fall quarter 1991 and received a total of 31 evaluations. The sex of the
student evaluators was unavailable.
The evaluation form began with eleven statements on which students
rated their professor using a five-point scale. (In Appendix D there is a
sample evaluation form.) The last part of the form asked students to
describe their reaction to various course aspects and included space for
students to write their own comments. Thi s was the part of the form which
I was particularly interested in for this experiment. Students were asked to
comment on such things as general course attitude, methods of instructions,
course content, student interest and attention, textbooks and other
references, and instructor.
To determine if gender biased words/phrases were used on the
evaluations, I counted the different types and frequencies of descriptive
adjectives and verbs. The first time I noted a word/phrase describing the
teacher, I wrote it down and put one mark under it. Each successive time I
found the same word/phrase I added another mark to the count for that
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word/phrase. I did not count the words/phrases which the evaluation form
directly or indirectly prompted--motivated, interested in students, effective,
ineffective, enthusiastic, available for outside counseling, and fair--since
those words would not be valid measures of spontaneous student reactions
to professors. For example in question IV I did not count the words
motivate, or knowledge because they were prompted by the question itself.
After listing on separate sheets for Teacher A and Teacher B all of
the words/phrases used to describe each of them from one quarter, I put the
descriptors into categories --affective/feminine , instrumental/masculine, and
neutral using Tables 1 and 2 as a reference for gender-biased words and
phrases . From this, I then created the following sheet for counting
occurrences on the rest of the evaluations and putting together words and
phrases which described similar traits into separate sub-groupings.
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Table 4 Coding Sheet for Analysis of Occurrences of Gender-Biased
Phrases
AFFECTIVE
FEMININE
Sensitive
Perceptive
Understanding
Sympathetic
Compassionate

INSTRUMENTAL
MASCULINE
Knowledgeable

NEUTRAL

Helpful
Encouraging
Supportive
Inspiring
Praise Giving

Professional
Efficient
Thorough
Straight Forward

Good
Terrific
Fantastic
Etc.

Accessible
Available

Distant
Inaccessible

Boring
Monotone
Not Lively

Sincere

Subjective

Lively

Positive
Pleasant
Nice Personality
Smiling
Friendly

Role Model
Idol

TEACHER
CODE __

QUARTERS _____________

NUMBER OF EVALUATIONS COUNTED ---

32

_

Subjects
Teacher A, the female, had 191 evaluations from the nine classes she
taught during a four-quarter span. This averages out to 2.25 classes per
quarter, 21.2 students per class. Teacher B, the male, had 199 evaluations
from the ten classes he taught over a seven-quarter period, for an average of
1.43 classes per quarter, and 19.9 students per class.

Results
Along with counting only the words listed, I counted as an
occurrence other words which fit into the sub-categories. For instance
words such as "gentle," "kind," and "nice" were counted in the "positive,
pleasant, nice personality , smiling, friendly" heading. If the same idea or
word occurred more than once in the same evaluation, it was only counted
as one occurrence; therefore, the number 32 in the sensitive, etc. category
indicates that 32 student s commented on that characteristic.
The following table shows the number of times each word/phrase
was found on the separate male and female evaluations. It also shows the
total number of times the word/phrase occurred on either the female or
male evaluations as well as showing the percent of evaluations on which
they were found.
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Table 4 Occurrences of Gendered Phrases on Evaluations
Category

Affective
Feminine
Sensitive,
perceptive,
understanding,
sympathetic,
compassionate
Helpful,
encouraging,
supportive,
..
rnspmng,
praise giving
Accessible,
available
Subjective
Positive, pleasant,
nice personality,
smiling, friend! y
Instrumental,
Masculine
Knowledgeable
Professional,
efficient, thorough,
straight forward
Distant,
inaccessible
Neutral
Sincere
Good, terrific,
fantastic, etc.
Boring, monotone,
not lively
Lively
Role model, idol

Professor A
Female

Professor B
Male

Total

191

199

Evaluations

390

Difference/
increased
likelihood of
occurring

Evaluations

Evaluations

111
58%
32
17%

101
51%
24
12%

212
54%
56
14%

7%
1.14X
5%
1.42X

38
20%

37
19%

75
19%

1%
1.05X

17
9%
0
24
13%

18
9%
0
22
11%

35
9%
0
46
12%

0%

0
2%
1.18X

51
27%
38
20%
10
5%

80
40%
67
34%
12
6%

131
34%
105
27%
22
6%

13%
1.48X
14%
1.7X
1%
1.2X

3
2%
70
37%
5
3%
58
30%
0
0%
6
3%
1
.5%

1
.5%
77
38%
3
1.5%
52
26%
6
3%
2
1%
4
2%

4
1%
147
38%
8
2%
110
28%
6
1.5%
8
2%
5
1%

3%
4X
1%
1.02X
1.5%
2X
4%
1.15X
3%

34

ox

2%
3X
1.5%
4X

In the first three columns containing figures, the top number in each square
indicates how many evaluations contained phrases that fell into the
category. The percentage shown under the number indicates what percent
of all evaluations contained phrases in that cateogry. For instance, in the
knowledgeable category, 38 evaluations contained remarks on the female
teacher's knowledge; this was 20% of her 191 evaluations. The male
teacher received 67 such evaluations, or 34% of his 199 evaluations. The
last column on the far right shows the simple difference between the
percentages (14% in the knowledgeable category) and the increased
likelihood that difference indi cate s. In other words, 14% more of the male
teacher's total fell in the knowledgeable category than did for the female.
The male teacher was 1.7 times more likely than the female teacher to be
evaluated as knowledgeable .
The totals according to feminine, masculine, and neutral are also
shown on the table. In the affective/feminine category as a whole, 111 of
the female teacher's 191 evaluations (58 %) remarked on a feminine trait,
and 101 of the male teacher's 199 evaluations (51 % ) remarked on a
feminine trait. This shows a difference of 7 %--the female teacher was 1.14
times more likely to receive a feminine comment than the male teacher
was.

In four categories the difference between the number of evaluations
commenting on that trait for the female professor and the male professor
was very small or non-existent:

helpful. etc. (1 % ), accessible. etc. (0% ),

positive. etc. (2% ), good. etc. (4% ). Categories with very few occurrences
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showed little difference in percentages, but they represent large differences
in likelihood of being mentioned by students. Students commented on
distance/inaccessible and lively three times as often regarding the female
and sincere twice as often for the female. Professional, etc. was mentioned
18% more often for the male, and role model, idol was used four times
more to describe the male. In addition, the male teacher was the only one
to be described as boring, monotone, not lively, getting six such comments
on his evaluations.
Two categories which clearly showed difference along gender lines
were the sensitive. etc. category and the knowledgeable category.
Knowledgeable, a stereotypically masculine trait, was mentioned nearly
twice as often regarding the male teacher while sensitive, a feminine trait,
was used 1.4 times as often in regard to the female.
Discussion
This preliminary study found that students perceived their professors
as exhibiting some stereotypical sex-role traits. They saw their male
teacher as more knowledgeable (1.7 X) and more professional (1.2 X), and
they saw the female teacher as more sensitive (1.42 X). However, with
respect to other sex-role traits, students did not see their teachers in
traditional ways. Both the male and the female teacher were seen as
equally helpful, accessible, and friendly--all stereotypically feminine traits.
But with respect to masculine traits the female teacher was seen as more
distant and inaccessible (4 X) than the male teacher. This is probably a
result of students expecting a female teacher to be more accessible than
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male teachers, so students who think she is not accessible enough are more
likely to comment on it than students who think a male teacher is
inaccessible.
The male teacher was nearly twice (1.7 X) as likely to be viewed as
knowledgeable. There is probably more than one reason for this. One
possible reason could be that men are stereotypically perceived as more
knowledgeable (Busby, 1972; Broverman, et al., 1974). Another reason
could be that the female teacher was using a teaching style which required
her to give up much of the power traditionally held by teachers in the
classroom. A few of the comments on the student evaluations, though not
counted in the tally of gender specific remarks, indicated that some students
were very uncomfortable with this woman's teaching style. She was
described as facilitating discussion-- "The Oprah Winfrey of academia,"
listening to everyone's views and never making fun of anyone's opinion;
however, some students were uncomfortable because she never gave
students a right answer. By giving up the power to define a right answer
for students it seems that she also gave up being seen as knowledgeable.
Along with being seen as less knowledgeable than the male
professor, the female professor was the only one who got comments on the
evaluations concerning her looks. One student remarked that she "looked
neat," and another said, "she was pretty." The only student response for the
female teacher counted under the role model/idol category stated "I respect
her as a woman." This gives us a sense that the student respected her for
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being a female in a male profession and indicates that the student was
aware of the difficulties involved in so doing.
This preliminary study, while unable to definitively answer the
question of how gender affects student evaluations of professors, did
suggest that students have different expectations for teachers according to
the teacher's sex. Students felt uncomfortable with distance in a female
teacher and they saw the male teacher as more knowledgeable. It also
revealed that students commented about looks only for the female teacher,
suggesting that looks may play a part in evaluations of females. This study
suggests that indeed gender does play a part in evaluations, but further
research is needed to determine to what degree bias affects the ratings and
how the bias can be factored out.
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Indepth Study
After the preliminary study, I was then ready to look at a larger
sample of evaluations, taken under more controlled circumstances. I
already had in place the gender stereotypic categories which the
words/phrases on the evaluations would fall into. I would initially use the
same counting sheet (see Table 4 in previous section) from the preliminary
study to develop a dictionary of gendered descriptors. Using this
dictionary, I could then count precisely the times students used gender
specific descriptions on the teacher evaluations . Controlling the sample
group would also allow me to get student demographic data, which had
been unavailable in the previous study.
Method
Procedure
This study would examine evaluations taken in English 101 classes
taught by first-time teachers. I did not include any classes taught by
experienced English 101 teachers. For this study I examined two
documents from students in these classes: a standard evaluation form
administered throughout USU near the end of each quarter (Appendix D),
and a short demographic questionnaire (Appendix E) developed for this
study. The evaluation form began with ten statements on which students
rated their instructor using a five-point scale. The last part of the form
asked students to describe their reaction to various course aspects and
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included space for students to write their own comments. As in the first
study, this was the part of the form which would provide the data.
The student demographic questionnaire asked for student sex, age,
year in school, and major.
The evaluations and demographic questionnaires were administered
to each class by persons other than the teacher on the same day during the
first and eighth weeks in the quarter. The evaluation was administered only
once--during the eighth week of the class. Using the demographic
information gathered from the teachers, I matched up three pairs of classes
which would be included in the study. The pairs , including a male- and a
female-taught class matched as closely as possible the time of day taught
and teacher age. Unfortunately, one of the six classes included in the group
did not get the student demographic form, so could not be included in the
final analysis. None of the teachers knew which of the classes would
actually be involved in the study nor did they know what the study was
about, which helped to ensure unbiased results.
After completing the questionnaires in the eighth week of class,
students clipped their individual evaluation forms and questionnaires
together. Each pair was coded so that the two parts would not become
mismatched when copied, since the Central Administration at USU
required that the original forms be kept in the department. To ensure
researcher fairness, an outside aid blacked out the name and all references
to teacher sex (i.e., he, his, she, hers) on each of the forms.
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Beginning with evaluations from just one class, I first marked the
different types of adjectives and the various descriptive phrases which
remarked on gender differentiated behaviors . The fust time I came across a
word/phrase describing the teacher I marked it on the evaluation form itself,
then wrote it down under the appropriate male or female category as
developed from the research and in the preliminary study. I wrote neutral
words and phrases under the neutral category .
Inter-rater reliability check. Before going on to the other
evaluations, I met with two inter-raters who helped to make certain that
similar terms and phrases were consistently assigned to the female, male, or
neutral categories. Every occurence from 97 forms in all classes was
discussed and the category agreed upon before we going to the next.
I then went through the rest of the evaluations, marking each form
according to the category standards set with the inter-raters. I examined
every evaluation a minimum of two time s. From the evaluation s I wrote a
dictionary of gendered descriptors. With this dictionary and the completed
evaluations, I again met with the inter-rater s. We discussed the descriptors
I had questions about, coming to agreement on where each descriptor fit.
After this meeting, I again looked at every evaluation at least twice
more, making absolutely certain each descriptor incident was marked
appropriately. Only after this did I count the number of gender-specific and
gender-neutral incidences on each evaluation form. As with the first study,
I did not count the words/phrases which the evaluation form directly or
indirectly prompted in that specific question--"motivated" on number IV,
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"effective" and "ineffective" on II and VI, and "enthusiastic," "interested in
students," and "available for outside counseling" on VI--since those words
would not be valid measures of spontaneous student reactions to teachers.
The purpose of this study was to measure the relationship of teacher
sex and use of gender-specific descriptors by using a 2 (sex of teacher) X 2
(gender of descriptor) design.
Subjects
Students. This study includes results from five classes taught be
three male teachers and two female teachers . Subjects included 50 female
students, 44 males, and 3 who failed to mark either male or female. The
male teachers taught 22 female students and 33 males, and the female
teachers taught 28 female students and 11 males. The students ranged in
age from 18 to 31 with the majority--64--under 20 years old. Only 8
students were older than 22. Most students--68--were freshman, 21 were
sophmores, 7 juniors, and only 1 a senior. A complete student
demographic table is included in Appendix F.
Teachers. Five teachers, each teaching only one class, were
included in this study. Two were female and three were male. They
ranged in age from 22 to 33 and were each currently working towards a
master's degree. One was in the second year of study, the other four were
first year graduate students. This was the first experience teaching writing
at the college level for all five instructors. All classes met on Mondays,
Wednesdays, and Fridays--two at 7:30 a.m., one at 8:30 a.m., and two at
2:30 p.m. Appendix H includes a table of teacher demographics.
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Results
The 3 male teachers (Teachers B, D, and F) together were described
with 19 male-related (male) terms and 98 female-related (female) terms.
The female teacher group (Tea chers A and E) received 17 male terms and
74 female terms. Compared as groups, the female teachers and the male
teachers were not rated differently according to their sex (x2=0.212), p>.05.
Male teachers were no more likely than female teachers to be described in
male terms nor were females more likely than males to be described in
female terms.
When I compared the total findings I saw that of the 208 gendered
terms used, 172 were from the female group while only 36 were from the
male group . Although I don't have statistics indicating what sort of
distribution to expect, if I make the assumption that I could expect male
and female comments to be used equally by the students, I find that, for the
group as a whole , the female term s were used significantly more often than
the male ones (x 2=88.92), p>.01. Evaluated separately, only one teacher (a
female --Teacher) A's comments fell within the expected range (x 2=1.8),
p>0.05. The other four , all significant at the 0.01 level, had x2-scores
ranging from 8.10 to 36.63.
Even if I suppose a male would be twice as likely as a female to
receive male comments and vice-versa for females, I find that still only
Teacher A fits within the expected range (x=0.1), p>0.05.
One last finding indicates that the groups may have been somewhat
self-selected in terms of student sex and teacher sex. Female students
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(N=50) were significantly more likely to take the class from a female
teacher (x 2=5.33), p<0.05, and males (N=44) were more likely to take the
class from a male teacher (x 2=4.13), p<0.05.

Discussion
This study uncovered some surprising results . In the English 101
classes, all teachers regardless of gender received more female descriptors
than male descriptors on their evaluations. While I expected this for the
female teachers, to see it true also for the male teachers brings some
interesting possibilities to mind. In recent years, many college -level
writing instructors have been striving for a friendlier, more open teaching
atmosphere . They want minority and traditionally silenced students to take
a more active part in the classroom and the learning process.
This is accomplished in several ways. First is the decentralization of
power in a classroom where the teacher doesn't have the right answers, but
rather directs and supports students in their search for knowledge. Some
student's comments indicative of decentralized -feminine teaching style
include "able to voice opinion," "let me ask whenever I have questions,"
"makes you feel there isn't a bad way to write," and "needs more power
when talking."

Students also commented on the classroom atmosphere:

"making things bearable," "more relaxed," "effort to get through to
everyone," and "get us all involved." Having students work in small groups
and peer-review each others work also decentralizes classroom power.
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English teachers often use peer-review in teaching the writing process,
finding it a useful tool.
A second way to change the classroom is by the feminization of
rhetoric wherein females, following the French feminist approach to
writing, are learning and practicing to write from a female perspective
rather than in traditional male-centered, power oriented language (see
Chase, 1990; Juncker, 1988; and Lamb, 1991). In some instances, this
includes writing from and about personal experience in a personal voice ,
rather than merely using academic language to describe academic topics.
The personal essay is the first paper students are assigned to write in the
English 101 classes. Students may feel closer to their teachers, a feminine
attribute, after sharing in both writing and personal discussion a personal
experience. Some student comments which indicate that they felt
understood and appreciated by their teachers include "relates to students,"
"identifies with student s," "wanted us to pass ," and "taught at our level."
Also, as linguist Deborah Tannen (1990) has written, women's
communication can be described as making connections, whereas typically
male communication is more concerned with hierarchy, putting oneself
above another. Having students write personal essays builds more
connections than hierarchies, another reason students may notice and
comment on female characteristics rather than male characteristics in
English 101 instructors.
A third way to help is by giving students individual attention, a
traditionally female approach to teaching. Females are expected to nurture,
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care about the individual student, be concerned about personal needs, and
be accessible. Teacher accessibility is built right in to the program,
although many students probably do not realize it. TA's are required to
meet individually with each student for each writing assignment. This
feminine approach to teaching gives the teacher opportunity to know and
interact with each student individually and privately. That the students
appreciate such personal treatment, nurturing, is evidenced by the many,
many comments concerning the personal conferences and the teacher's
interest in individual students: "helpful, "into the welfare of students,"
"good student -teacher relationship," "always had time," "cared about us,"
"knew everyones name," and "was always there for students." Not a single
student complained about meeting outside of class with the instructor.
Every comment about the conferences was positive.
All of these aspects of the changing composition classroom may be
contributing factors to the surprising findings of this study. Additionally,
the English department has set standards and guidelines for new teaching
assistants in the 101 classroom. TA's receive a department-approved
syllabus to follow, including what type of composition papers to assign and
in which order to assign them, making it likely that teaching styles may
coincide somewhat. Moreover, TA's are not allowed to grade their own
student's papers, which makes the TA more of an advocate and less of a
judge.
One other thing which may contribute to student's perceptions of 101
TA's as less professional, hence more feminine, is their style of dressing.
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Many TA's, themselves students, dress in the same casual clothing as their
students do. Students, seeing their T A's in clothing more like their own
than like that worn by faculty members, may assume these instructors lack
knowledge and experience. Students may perceive their instructors as less
powerful. While it would be a mistake to infer that casual dressing is in
some way feminine, the lack of power it portrays may add to the students'
perception of traditionally feminine traits such as powerlessness and
accessibility.

In contrast, a conservative suit, worn by either a female or a

male, can make a person appear powerful and in control--typically male
characteristics.
Apart from discovering that the students in English 101 classes
describe their teachers in predominantly feminine terms, this study also
developed a gendered vocabulary of academic culture. Such a vocabulary
may be helpful in future studies into the use of gendered terms and phrases
used on student evaluations of teachers.
While this study fails to clearly indicate bias against females on the
teaching evaluations, it does indicate that males teaching in a feministbased classroom are rated according to female characteristics.

Some topics

for further study include examining student perceptions of both male and
female teachers in masculine-style disciplines. Do students use
significantly more masculine terms when evaluating such classes and
teachers? Do female teachers in such disciplines get lower ratings if they
use a decentralized-power teaching style?
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Although in this instance, studying gendered terms and phrases in
student evaluations of teachers did not indicate any bias against female
teachers, that bias against women does in fact exist is still entirely possible
and highly likely. The existing classroom and course conditions can easily
explain the results of this study, but such is not the case in the myriad other
studies, previously cited, which did find bias against women. Using a
similar approach in a math or an engineering class could have vastly
different results.
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Appendix A
Sex-role Stereotypes: A Current Appraisal
Braverman et al, 1972
Stereotypic Sex-role Items
Competency Cluster: Masculine pole is more desirable
FEMININE

MASCULINE

Not at all aggressive
Not at all independent
Very emotional
Does not hide emotions at all
Very subjective
Very easily influenced
Very submissive
Dislikes math and science very much
Very excitable in a minor crisis
Very passive
Not at all competitive
Very illogical
Very home oriented
Not at all skilled in business
Very sneaky
Does not know the way of the world
Feelings easily hurt
Not at all adventurous
Has difficulty making decisions
Cries very easily
Almost never acts as a leader
Not at all self-confident
Very uncomfortable about being
aggressive
Not at all ambitious
Unable to separate feelings from ideas
Very dependent
Very conceited about appearance
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Very aggressive
Very independent
Not at all emotional
Almost always hides emotions
Very objective
Not at all easily influenced
Very dominant
Likes math and science very much
Not at all excitable in a minor crisis
Very active
Very competitive
Very logical
Very worldly
Very skilled in business
Very direct
Knows the way of the world
Feelings not easily hurt
Very adventurous
Can make decisions easily
Never cries
Almost always acts as a leader
Very self-confident
Not at all uncomfortable about being
aggressive
Very ambitious
Easily able to separate feelings from ideas
Not at all dependent
Never conceited about appearance

Thinks women are always superior to
men.
Does not talk freely about sex with men

Thinks men are always superior to women
Talks freely about sex with men

Warmth-Expressiveness Cluster: Feminine pole is more desirable
Masculine
Uses very harsh language
Not at all talkative
Very blunt
Very rough
Not at all aware of feelings of others
Not at all religious
Not at all interested in own appearance
Very sloppy in habits
Very loud
Very little need for security
Does not enjoy art and literature at all
Does not express tender feelings at all
easily

Feminine
Doesn't use harsh language at all
Very talkative
Very tactful
Very gentle
Very aware of feelings of others
Very religious
Very interested in own appearance
Very neat in habits
Very quiet
Very strong need for security
Enjoys art and literature
Easily expresses tender feelings
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Appendix B
The Measurement of Psychological Androgyny
Bern, 1974
Bern Sex Role Inventory:

STEREOTYPICALLY
MALE
ADJECTIVES
self reliant
defends own beliefs
independent
athletic
assertive
strong personality
forceful
analytical
has leadership ability
willing to take risks
makes decisions easily
self-sufficient
dominant
masculine
willing to take a stand
aggressive
acts as a leader
individualistic
competitive
ambitious

STEREOTYPICALLY
FEMALE
ADJECTIVES
yielding
cheerful
shy
affectionate
flatterable
loyal
feminine
sympathetic
sensitive to the needs of
others
understanding
compassionate
eager to soothe hurt
feelings
soft-spoken
warm
tender
gullible
childlike
does not use harsh
language
loves children
gentle
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NEUTRAL
ADJECTIVES

helpful
moody
conscientious
theatrical
happy
unpredictable
reliable
jealous
truthful
secretive
sincere
conceited
likable
solemn
friendly
inefficient
adaptable
unsystematic
tactful
conventional

Appendix C
Defining the Sex-Role Standard in Network Children's Programs
Busby, 1974
Busby found the following 24 semantic differential items
distinguished males from females at the p<.025 level of significance:

When compared to the females, the males
were:

When compared to the males, the females
were:

more ambitious
less affectionate
less sensitive
more competitive
more adventuresome
more of a realist
more knowledgeable
more violent
more independent
more active
braver
stronger
more aggressive
less emotional
more sturdy
more dominant
more logical
more self -reliant
bolder
more individualistic
more outgoing
more of a leader
more patient
more bossy

less ambitious
more affectionate
more sensitive
less competitive
less adventuresome
more of a romantic
less knowledgeable
less violent
less independent
less active
less brave
weaker
more submissive
more emotional
more fragile
less dominant
less logical
more dependent on others
more timid
less individualistic
more of a homebody
more of a follower
less patient
less bossy

This study was done in relation to stereotypes depicted on TV.
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Appendix D
Sample Evaluation
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UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
COURSE EVALUATION
C0J

INS
TRUCTIONS:In the spaces provided write the name of the instructor evaluated
andthe course number. Use a soft lead pencil to mark your answers in the
app
ropriatespace.

C0J

C0J

C0J

C2J

C2J

C2J

C3J

C3J

C3J

C4J

C4J

C4J

CSJ

CSJ
C6J
a:i

a:i

a:i

CSJ
C6J
a:i

[8J

[8J

[8J

[8J

CS):)

CS):)

CS):)

CS):)

INS
TRUCTOR
CO
URSENUMBER

Use
thefollowing alternatives for questions 1-10:
NA
= statement is not applicable to the course

D = disagree with the statement

SA= strongly agree with the statement

SD = strongly disagree with the statement

A=agreewith the statement

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

The course corresponds closely to clearly stated objectives.
The instructor effectively conveyed knowledge of the subject.
The instructor's presentations were clear and well organized.
The instructor's presentations were enthusiastic.
Class time was well spent.
The instructor was responsive to student needs and opinions.
Students were Informed of grading procedures and these procedures were followed.
The instructor stimulated interest in this subject matter.
This course provided a valuable learning experience.
Exams are representative to assignments, materials, and lectures of the course.

NASAl A O SD
mi SAicAJC0JSD
NASA A -D SO
mi SAicAJC0JSD

NASA A O..SO
mi SAicAJC0JSD
NASAA DSD
mi SAicAJC0JSD
NASAADSD
mi SAicAJC0JSD

STUDENT COURSE COMMENTS
asecomplete the following statements anonymously. Wherever possible, describe specific Incidents
atsupport your view.

I. GENERAL COURSE ATTITUDE The major strengths or weaknesses of this course are:

II. METHODSOF INSTRUCTIONS Comment on effectiveness or ineffectiveness of such methods
used as lecture, case study , audiovisual aids , creative problem-solving, class discussion.

CONTINUE ON BACK

-------------------

---------------

Ill. COURSE CONTENT Comment on the organization and planning of the course , relevance of
subject matter, level of difficulty .

IV. STUDENT INTEREST AND ATTENTION Comment on how well the professor motivated you to
work hard , to obtain more knowledge in this area, to do outside work , to attend class , etc .

V. TEXTBOOKS AND OTHER REFERENCES Comment on the quality , lev~I of difficulty, appropriateness , etc ., of the textbooks and other references.

VI. INSTRUCTOR Comment on the instructor 's interest in students , attitude toward teaching,
communication effectiveness , enthusiasm , outside counseling , fairness , etc .

VII. If I had a choice I (would , would not) take a course under this professor again because:

VIII. Other comments:

•

SCANTRON FORM NO. F-3773 -USU

,,,.!:;~~~~•,:'_:::uct.
c ~~~,if~ R<fs~~,"i,ATION1992

M1·2792· C E1030-54 3 21

Appendix E
Student Demographics Questionnaire
English 101 Writing Student Questionnaire

Dare __________

_ _

Sex:

M

Age ---

F

Year in school
Freshman

Junior

Sophomore

Senior

Other:

---------------

Major field:

Please list the following information about this English 101 class
Section#

Day/ s

Time

Location

Instructor

Thls is the first time I have taken English 101 (or its equivalent) at USU
Yes

No

What are your expectati ons for this class?
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Appendix F
Student Demographics Table
Teacher

Sex

M
A(female)
B(male)
D(male)
E(female)
F(male)

7
17
13
4
3
44

F
14
5
8
14
9
50

?

1
1
0
1
0
3

Age
18 19 20 21 22
7 4 0 0
6
7 2 3 3
6
13 3 1 2 0
12 2 2 0 1
2 1 2 1
6
43 21 10 7 5

23
1
0
1
0
0
2
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24 26 29 31 ?

2
0
0
0
0
2

1
1
0
0
2

1
0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
1
0
1

0
1
0
1
0
2

Year
Fr So
12
8
14 6
4
17
16 2
1
9
68 21

Total
Jr

Sr

2
2
0
1
2
7

0
1
0
0
0
1

22
23
21
19
12
97

Appendix G
Teacher Demographics Questionnaire

Demographic Questionnaire

Name
Date

---------------------------Sex: M

---------------

F

Age__

_

Years experience teaching writing at the college level
Zero-this is my first teaching experience

Two years

Less than one year

Two to five years

One year

Over five years

Year in graduate study program
First

Third

Second

Fourth or more

Degree sought
Masters

Ph.D.

Please list the sections of English 101 you will be teaching fall quarter 1992:
Section#

Day/s

Time

Location
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Appendix H
Teacher Demographics Table
Teache
r
A

Age

Sex

Degree
Sought
Master's

30

F

Year in
Grad. Prog.
2nd

B

33

M

1st

Master's

D

26

M

1st

Master's

E

22

F

1st

Master's

F

24

M

1st

Master's
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Class

Time
7:30
a.m.
7:30
a.m.
8:30
a.m.
2:30
p.m.
2:30
p.m.

Appendix I
Dictionary of Gendered Terms/Phrases
Affective/Feminine
making things bearable
more relaxed
one on one
outside counseling
perceptive
personal
praise g1vmg
relate to students
sensitive
special conferences/interviews
spent extra time
support
supportive
sympathetic
taught at our level
time to help
took time to listen
touch bases individually
trust
understanding
valuable advice
wanted us to pass
works with students
would go out of way

able to voice our opinions
accessible
always have time
always there for students
available
cared about us
canng
compassionate
could talk to
easy to speak to
effort to get through to everyone
encouraging
everyone participating
excelled us
flexible
friendly
get us all involved
gives you confidence
good office hours
good student-teacher relationship
helpful
identifies with students
individual level
.
..
mspmng
interested
into the welfare of students
knew everyone's name
knowing us
let me ask whenever I have
questions
make sure everyone did well
makes want to do better
makes you feel there isn't a bad
way to write
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Dictionary of Gendered Phrases/f erms, continued
Instrumental/Masculine
communicated lesson pretty good
distant
educational
effective
efficient
gave insight
gave new idea
get point across
helpful hints
inaccessible
isn't too lenient
knew what s/he was doing
knowledgeable
knows the subject
learned alot from
lectures very clear
lucid
needed to motivate us to talk and
get more involved
no personal touch
not involved
not mitivating
professional
provided information
straight forward
taught well
teaching techniques
thorough
valuable input
very informatvie
well explained
well prepared

64

Dictionary of Gendered Phrases{ferms, continued
Neutral
boring
easy going
enjoyed teaching
enjoyed the atmosphere
enthusiasm/needs enthusiasm
fantastic
fun/fun teacher
good
good attitude
great person
held our interest
idol
interesting way of teaching
lively
loves to teach
made class more interesting
made learning fun
monotone
nice/nice personality
not lively'
pleasant
positive
role mode
sense of humor
smiling
teaching enjoyable
terrific
treat/awards
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